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I m-eservation ., ~,.~ 

Septtinber ?3,,.1999~ .~ ” ~: 

.RickBreitenbach : 
CALFED Bay-De’lta Program ” 
1416 Ninth‘S;We& Suite 11’55 : : ~’ 
Sacramento, dA 95814 .’ ,.” ~. :’ :, .: ~.. ,,,’ ,. .,~, : ., 

Dear Mr. Breitcnbach, 
,. ~. 

.~ :L 

‘The Sa&i&to River’&eservdt’ionTrtist (Trust) ,would like to take this ~.,’ i ., 
opportunity to.$ub;mit, the following comments:tioncernihg the Draft 
Programmatic EIS/ilR for the CAtFED Bay-Delta Program: ‘~ : ~. 

: 

1. TQe’Trust~ls a strotig support,er of’ac&isiti&rand restor,atlon ~ctivi~i& ,. 
-within the t loodplain of the. Sacr,amento:Rlver. In’particular,, the Trusi ~. ~. .~ :’ 
supports the goals’of the SB 1.086 Program and would iequest~that 
signif,ictint .financiaI,rejouices~b,s d$cated’to,meeti?g !he’goalsof that~ 

,program. .,, ~. ,:;’ ” 

.“~ 2. There.6 a lack of ‘adequate m’etering fork w&r bei~ng &ed’in both urban 
and agricultural areas. A comprehensive monitoring program,ralat~itie to 
agricultural water use, especially withln~~the, federal Central VallCy Projects. 
service area, must be put in pl&%as’part of a. credible water conservation, 
program. .Oii the urban side, state jaw should be amended to require 
metering of atl muni,cipel, weter syste,ms.on~ ari individua,l user basis. ~, 

3.,‘No ne,w surface water stora,ge facillties.;hould.be built until California’s 
water demand (as present@d.inBUietin 16tY) is independently’verified by:+ 
panel of third party experts. fin add.itjon,‘the potential ecolqgictil Impacts: 
ir.om proposed diversions’:to,offstrerini resetiblrs durlng:high flows needs ‘. 
further tinalysis. ‘~ 

4. The concept of ‘d,emonstration, wate,isheds” needs further amp\ificati&, 
especitilly i’ts reiationstiip to the’iack of a comprehensive watershed 
.support program state-wide. The. identification of significant new,financ.ial~. 
resources in the area,of watershed restorat’ion is also called for. 
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5. Projected population growth within the state of California and what can 
be done about it must be addressed in order for the goals of the CALFED 
program to make any sense. 

6. The twenty to thirty year timeframe of this programmatic EWEIR Is too 
long from the standpoint of adequacy. The scope of the document should be 
limited to the first seven years (Stage l), with a supplemental review 
beglnnlng withln f Ive years of lnltlal approval of the proposed programmatic 
EIWEIR. 

The Trust appreciates having had the opportunity to submit these comments 
and hereby requests that we be provided wlth a response to the above 
concerns prlor to the final adoption of the programmatic EWEIR. 

Sincerely, 

tiliekam 
Chair, Board of Directors 


